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If the evaluator's goal is that the information revealed by the evaluation be used for learning and organizational change, the evaluation should focus on ways to encourage use (Patton 1997) . Because the awareness of an organization's goals is critical for change to occur (McLaughlin 1976; Nimmer 1978) , the evaluator's awareness of an organization's goals can promote change in many ways. Knowledge of goals gives insight into why an organization functions a particular way. Understanding the goals may also allow the evaluator to understand why actual organizational conduct differs from official policy (Nimmer 1978) . Having this knowledge allows the evaluator to recommend appropriate implementation strategies for change (McLaughlin 1976; Nimmer 1978) . Furthermore, awareness of organizational goals suggests to the organization (those responsible for implementing change) that the evaluators are committed to using the goals specifically identified by the organization when suggesting appropriate indicators of success. This encourages the members of the organization to be committed as well (McLaughlin 1976) .
The identification and understanding of an organization's goals is a complex undertaking. An organization may strive to reach both formal goals as well as informal and, often, unstated goals. Formal goals are those that charac-terize the image an organization wants to project to its environment (i.e., the program "on paper"), whereas informal goals may serve internal purposes (see Brager and Holloway 1978; Wholey 1983) . The existence of these two types of goals means that an evaluator must not assume that the formal goals of an organization necessarily represent all that the organization is trying to achieve. In addition, the formal goals of an organization may not be representative of the actual behavior of the organization. Everyday decision making and behavior of members of the organization may conflict with the formal goals (Wilson 1989) .
Organizations are dynamic. Continual review of the goals of an organization is necessary to remain "in the know" and to respond to changes in the environment that affect the organization. Adaptation of the evaluation to the changing needs and context of the organization will optimize the proposed reforms (McLaughlin 1976; Nimmer 1978; Welsh and Harris 1999) . It will produce information for the organization to make informed choices about change (McLaughlin 1976) . To do so, the evaluator works directly with practitioners to create an environment whereby the two parties are learning from each other. Organizations or programs, particularly established organizations, may adjust their goals as they receive information from the evaluator; for example, to meet newly identified needs in the environment (Rossi and Freeman 1993) .
In a system in which the formal goals may change with the passing of new legislation, it is important to capture the stated goals of the organizations within the system over time. If the evaluation focuses only on the formal goals of the system, it is likely that the goals 1 as stated by the organization(s) will not be measured. Stated goals may include both formal and informal goals. Whereas the use of stated rather than the use of either formal and/or informal goals may not represent everything that the organization tries to achieve on a daily basis, stated goals, in this context, are those that organizations feel it is appropriate to hold them accountable when examining their outcomes. It is, therefore, critical to have programs participate in a process in which they explicitly state their goals. Without measuring the stated goals of the organizations within the system, we risk two things: (a) not learning key pieces of information about the desired outcomes of organizations and (b) producing an evaluation that will be ignored by the organizations we seek to aid in development. When conducting an evaluation, the evaluator should try to be aware of what each organization states it is actually trying to do and why it is trying to achieve these goals. Without this knowledge it is likely that the suggested reforms would not be viewed as viable or appropriate by the organizations involved, and it is unlikely that change will occur. Each organization acts as a key stakeholder in the system. These stakeholders are responsible for the implementation of changes within the system and within their organization. If the evaluator ignores the stated goals of each organization within the system, it will likely produce an evaluation of little value to these organizations, an evaluation that will be ignored.
This article describes a program evaluation system in which the review of programs' definitions of success serve as indicators of stated goals and changes in programs. Review of definitions of success suggests information that programs want to use when making decisions regarding program development and policy making across the system of Philadelphia delinquency prevention services.
ORGANIZATIONAL BACKGROUND
Seventeen private programs in Philadelphia receive funding from the Philadelphia Department of Human Services (DHS) to provide delinquency prevention services. These agencies participate in The Prevention Outcome Monitoring Information System (PrOMIS), an information system created by the Crime and Justice Research Institute 2 and funded by the City of Philadelphia Department of Human Services, Division of Juvenile Justice Services. Because of variation in program models and interventions, goals differ across programs. Although all programs are nonresidential and located within the community, programs run the gamut from traditional day treatment programs to psychologically based services. Youths may be referred for services for a variety of reasons, including contact with the juvenile justice system, problems at school, problems at home, history of abuse or neglect, gang involvement, truancy, running away, curfew violation, and socializing with negative peers. Sources of referrals vary as well and may include DHS, community agencies (including the prevention programs themselves), Philadelphia Family Court, school officials, parents, police, and youths themselves. DHS formally expresses the goals of prevention services as "keeping youths out of the delinquent stream and on the right track" (Department of Human Services n.d. ) .
PrOMIS collects information that facilitates the examination of change from the time a youth enters the program until 6 months following the youth's discharge from a program. The system is discrete, collecting individual level information at four different points in time: referral to the program, intake, discharge, and follow-up. 3 Information concerning each youth is collected by DHS at the point of program referral and by the prevention programs at the points of program intake and discharge. Several scales, selected as outcome 518 EVALUATION REVIEW / OCTOBER 2000 measures, are administered by program staff at intake and discharge. 4 Testing at these two points serve as the pretest and posttest, respectively. The scales used collect self-report and staff assessment data and include a modified version of the Culture-Free Self-Esteem Inventory, the BASC Locus of Control Scale, the Family Bonding Scale, the School Bonding Scale, a needs assessment, and five subscales from the Jesness Behavior Checklist. 5 Six months following discharge, PrOMIS staff conduct a telephone interview with each youth and with one of his or her caregivers. The interview provides selfreported information concerning the youth's educational and employment status, consumer satisfaction questions concerning the program, and arrest information. In addition, at the 6-month follow-up, a Philadelphia Family Court record check is conducted. Structuring follow-up in this way provides information concerning delinquency on two levels, self-report and official records. The information collected at follow-up provides a short-term view of changes in the life of the youth following program intervention.
METHODOLOGY
At the outset of the project in January 1995, project staff conducted evaluability assessments with each program in the system to discover their structures and aims of each prevention program. An evaluability assessment is a program analysis tool that helps the evaluator learn about the program in practice (Wholey 1983 ) in addition to the formal, theoretical program or the program "on paper." This tool was used as a means to identify the stated goals of a program. During this process, program administrators and staff from each agency were interviewed in an open-ended format and asked to specify the most important goals of their program (i.e., those goals on which the greatest emphasis is placed) and what factors they would use to define a successful youth at their program. Reviewing the responses from each of the agencies revealed that overlap existed in definitions of success across agencies. This knowledge permitted the selection of outcome measures based on the most frequently cited definitions of success. A pilot test of potential outcome measures as well as a survey of program staff were conducted to determine which measures worked best to collect the information desired and to gather program staff opinions regarding the measures. Measures included in the pilot test were those that measured the concepts desired with sufficient validity and reliability as tested by other studies. However, the final selection of measures was based on program staff members' sense of their face validity, how they seemed to work with youths, and their ability to gather the information Poulin et al. / SUCCESS IN PROGRAM EVALUATION 519 desired in a concise manner. The measures finally selected were those that would fit with how programs felt they should be evaluated. That is, outcome measures were not imposed on programs without their input but, rather, were selected based on what the programs said that they actually tried to achieve. In this way, program evaluations could be conducted that would report information that the programs would find useful for program development and policy making in the larger system of prevention services in Philadelphia.
As programs and the system of prevention services grow and change over time, and especially as involvement in PrOMIS encourages program development, program goals and definitions of success should change also. It is important, therefore, to regularly review program goals to ensure that program evaluations continue to reflect what programs are trying to achieve. To capture changes in goals, programs have been surveyed on a yearly basis during a meeting of prevention providers. During this process, an administrator from each provider agency is given a list of all the definitions of success that have been noted by providers in the past. Program administrators 6 were selected because they are generally involved in program decision and policy-making activities that often include the selection of stated program goals. Administrators were selected for pragmatic reasons as well. They are closely involved in the development of PrOMIS and are easily accessible because the yearly survey occurs at a meeting that administrators from each program regularly attend. The administrators are asked to select the 10 most important definitions of success on the list as well as add to the list of definitions, if necessary. In addition, they are asked to identify any definitions of success that they would regard as unsuitable for their program. By doing this, a determination can be made as to whether the outcome measures currently being used by PrOMIS should be modified.
RESULTS
INITIAL IDENTIFICATION OF DEFINITIONS OF SUCCESS
The evaluability assessment process was conducted between January and June of 1995, with each of the prevention programs providing services at that time (n = 8). This process resulted in the identification of definitions of success across several different areas: delinquency, education, interpersonal skills, individual development, program, and family (see Table 1 Based on these findings, several outcome measures were selected, and the design of the data collection process was formulated. Table 2 identifies how each of the most frequently cited definitions was accounted for in the selection of outcome measures. Several of the goals are measured with multiple outcome measures. The appendix describes the scales selected as outcome measures.
FIRST REVIEW OF DEFINITIONS OF SUCCESS
Data collection began in June 1996. The first review of definitions of success took place approximately 1 year later in May 1997. By this time, the number of agencies providing prevention services had more than doubled to 17 agencies. Of the agencies providing services, 10 participated in this review of definitions of success. This time, the most frequently cited appropriate definitions of success in order of most to least frequently cited were the following: This time, some programs rated as inappropriate a few of the definitions of success that were noted during the evaluability assessment process as appropriate. Upon further examination of these inappropriate definitions, it was learned that the providers that had identified definitions as inappropriate were different from those who had originally noted them as appropriate. This provides evidence that one provider's definitions of success can conflict with those of another provider. This result should be expected as the providers have somewhat different target populations and program models. Program modality and target population should be linked to definitions of success. Furthermore, those who advocate for differential intervention based on offender differences would probably state that a lack of conflict in definitions of success across programs would reduce the likelihood of program effectiveness (see Palmer 1996) . Interestingly, however, none of the inappropriate definitions were among the top 10 most frequently cited initial appropriate definitions of success (see Table 1 ).
The results of the May 1997 review suggested that the definitions of success remained stable since the initial specification. Eight of the 10 were among the most frequently cited definitions of success when prevention programs first discussed success with us in 1995 (see Table 3 ). Moreover, PrOMIS contained measures of each of the 10 dominant measures of success. Because outcome measures were selected based on program definitions of success, we remained confident that the outcome measures being used by PrOMIS reflected how program staff would evaluate success with youths.
SECOND REVIEW OF DEFINITIONS OF SUCCESS
In October 1998, a second review of definitions of success occurred at a meeting of prevention providers. Although it was stated earlier that it was our intention to review definitions of success periodically, this review was conducted at the urging of prevention programs. They felt that changes within programs may have affected their definitions of success, and they wanted to be certain that the data being collected reflected these changes. At this review, 15 of the 17 agencies participated. This time, the most frequently cited appropriate definitions of success, from most to least frequently noted, included (see Table 1 ) the following: 10 1. improvement in school grades or progress, 2. improved self-esteem, 3. program participation or attendance, 4. exhibiting positive or appropriate behavior, 5. setting and achieving personal goals, 6. no involvement in the juvenile justice system, 7. increased school attendance, 8 . better relationship with family, 9 . not committing crimes, 10 . better behavior at school, and 11. reduction or absence in negative or antisocial behavior.
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Over time, with a few exceptions, the most common definitions of success have remained relatively consistent (see Table 3 ). Although the ranking of definitions changed from year to year, of the most appropriate definitions of success identified in 1997, 8 of the 10 were among the most frequently cited definitions when programs first discussed success with us in 1995. Of the 10 most frequently cited appropriate definitions of success in 1997, 9 are in the top 11 definitions of 1998. Table 2 describes how each of the most common definitions of success, from 1996 to 1998, are accounted for by outcome measures.
Again, of the inappropriate definitions cited in 1997 and 1998, none were among the most frequently cited appropriate definitions (see Table 3 ). Furthermore, of the inappropriate definitions cited by more than one program, those that were on the 1997 list are also found on the 1998 list. This demonstrates consistency over time in the inappropriate definitions of success noted by programs and indicates that the expected conflict in definitions described earlier remains. Tables 1 and 3 number of definitions (3) among the top 10 definitions over time, and "improvement in school grades or progress" was the most frequently cited definition in both 1995 and 1998. Definitions related to delinquency ("no involvement in the juvenile justice system" and "reduction or elimination of substance abuse") are important over time but are never the most frequently cited definitions. So, although it is clear that delinquency prevention is an important objective for providers, it does not seem to be the most important. "Improving self-esteem," "exhibiting positive or appropriate behavior," and "program attendance" have been shown to be important over time as they were among the most frequently cited definitions each year. In addition, a "better relationship with family" has been important over time, but its degree of importance has varied. Although some of these changes in the importance of definitions over time may be attributed to actual changes in providers' perspectives, some of the changes may be attributed to the increase in the number of providers over time and/or the lack of participation by some providers in this exercise.
STABILITY AND CHANGE IN DEFINITIONS OF SUCCESS
DISCUSSION
The results from these analyses of programs' definitions of success suggest that the measures initially selected by PrOMIS continue to be appropriate for prevention programs when considering outcomes. In addition, as noted in Table 2 , each of the most frequently cited definitions of success is measured by PrOMIS. Much organizational theory argues that change is often incremental and slow (see for example Aldrich 1979; Scott 1981) . However, it is also argued that changes that occur slowly are less likely to be short-lived (Nimmer 1978) . Therefore, it is not surprising that there have been few changes to the definitions of success. These changes have been accounted for by minor changes to the data collected by PrOMIS and by changes to the format and content of outcomes reports.
Discussion with programs concerning definitions of success has resulted in the inclusion of program goals with each program outcomes report. By doing this, the reader is able to make a direct connection with what the program is trying to do and how well they are doing "it." In addition, although it was known from the outset that the prevention of delinquent offending was not the only definition of success that providers found to be appropriate, the review of definitions of success has reinforced this idea and revealed that it is not even the most important definition. Therefore, outcomes reports include delinquent offending as just one of many outcomes to be considered. In the 528 EVALUATION REVIEW / OCTOBER 2000 most recent review of providers' definitions of success, providers were interested in learning if and how this information could be used to describe a "successful" program (i.e., to develop an "equation of success" for each program). Acknowledging that this is complex and has many implications for programs, we felt that further discussion with providers would be necessary before engaging in such an exercise. Periodic review of providers' definitions of success renews our confidence that the outcome reports produced regarding prevention programs and youths contain the information about which programs are most greatly concerned.
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
Having an understanding of programs' definitions of success has aided in one of the key goals of PrOMIS, program development. As discussed earlier, one of the primary reasons considered when deciding what data to collect was that the data would be connected to how programs felt they should be evaluated. That is, the information reported to programs would be that which they felt useful for making decisions about how to adapt their program.
In light of this, programs have been able to use the information contained in program-specific and systemwide reports for program development. There are several examples that illustrate this point. A report considering the length of stay of youths at programs permitted programs to compare early dropout rates across programs to examine the factors identified (based on the data collected) that are related to early dropouts. Focusing on these factors with the youths at high risk of early dropout, providers can try to reduce the likelihood of this occurrence. Development of risk levels and the identification of factors related to risk of future offending permits programs to focus on the goal of delinquency prevention (stated by programs as no involvement in the juvenile justice system) (Crime and Justice Research Institute 1998) . Finally, program reports tie key program goals to program outcomes by listing program goals with key outcome information at the outset of each report. Program reports have been used to secure additional funding and make changes to program interventions to match the population of youths serviced.
POLICY MAKING
DHS funds each prevention program for the key purpose of delinquency prevention. In trying to reach this goal, they fund several distinct private programs that together form a rather disjointed "system" of prevention services. Because each of the programs are distinct, making policies that will affect Poulin et al. / SUCCESS IN PROGRAM EVALUATION 529 each of the programs without a well-developed, comprehensive understanding of how they work can be challenging. A policy may affect one program in a very different way from another because of differences in goals, structure, or other areas. Reporting similarities and differences across programs in terms of their stated goals or definitions of success is one way to bring light to how a policy can affect programs. Discussions and reports produced by PrOMIS have provided information to facilitate policy making. As DHS resources are limited, concern has risen that youths may remain in prevention services longer than is necessary, thereby wasting city dollars. Programs, however, believe that many youths are discharged or leave before they have been able to achieve the goals identified for them at the outset. Examining program length of stay data revealed that many youths (about 40%) drop out of programs early ). This promoted the notion that great concern should lie with the program goals of program attendance and of keeping the youths at the program rather than primarily focusing on those youths with longer lengths of stay.
There is a concern on the part of programs that program type will affect outcomes such that, for example, a home-based program will probably do more to achieve family related goals than other programs. The concern is that if each program is judged similarly concerning outcomes, some will look "worse" than others because they do not focus primarily on family but, perhaps, on school. Examining and presenting information based on goals and outcomes presents a more accurate picture of a program. This reduces fear that a policy decision will be made to eliminate funding for all home-based programs because school grades are not being increased. This points also, perhaps, to advocating for referral to programs based on needs or presenting problems.
Comparison of prevention to delinquent youths resulted in questioning assumptions held about differences between prevention and delinquent youths. Comparison showed that prevention youths in Philadelphia have similar problems and in some ways appear more challenging than delinquent youths do . This analysis supported assumptions held by programs about prevention youths and now puts them in a position to advocate for services for these youths. This analysis also brings to light why many definitions of success of prevention youths look like what one may expect to see for delinquent youths. Finally, there is a desire on the part of programs to report data based on their definitions of success because they want those outside of the prevention services system to grasp that delinquent offending should not be the only concern when judging a program's success.
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CONCLUSION
Program development is a continual process, one that can be promoted by program evaluation that accounts for the stated goals of the program being evaluated rather than goals or evaluation criteria external to the program. Certainly, an understanding of goals or definitions of success alone does not provide the entire picture of what a program tries to do or how a program functions, but it does yield some important context for program evaluation.
APPENDIX
Description of the Scales
Locus of Control Scale: Reynolds and Kamphaus (1992)
The Locus of Control subscale is a 13-item subscale from the BASC Self-Report of Personality for ages 12 to 18. This measure is used as a means to identify how an individual perceives having control over or being responsible for what occurs in one's life. A low score is an indicator of an internal locus of control, that the individual feels responsible for his or her successes or failures. On the other hand, a high score signifies an external locus of control, that the individual feels that outside forces are primarily responsible for one's successes or failures.
Culture-Free Self-Esteem Inventory: Battle (1992)
A modified version of the Culture-Free Self-Esteem Inventory contains three dimensions of self-esteem, including social self-esteem, academic self-esteem, and parent-related self-esteem. Responses are in a forced-choice format of true or false. The responses yield a score ranging from high self-esteem to low self-esteem.
Social self-esteem is the aspect of self-esteem that refers to individuals' perceptions of the quality of their relationships with peers. Academic self-esteem is the aspect of the self-esteem that refers to individuals' perceptions of their ability to succeed academically. Parental self-esteem is the aspect of self-esteem that refers to individuals' perceptions of their status at home, including their subjective perceptions of how their parents or parent surrogates view them.
Family Bonding Scale: Cernkovich and Giordano (1987)
This scale provides a measure of the strength of family interaction and attachment. This scale seeks to discover the relationship between parents and their "more or less delinquent" children. This is a 24-item self-report scale that contains seven dimensions of family interaction and attachment. These dimensions include the following: Poulin et al. / SUCCESS IN PROGRAM EVALUATION 531 control and supervision, identity support, caring and trust, intimate communication, instrumental communication, parent disapproval of peers, and conflict. From these dimensions, a composite measure of family bonding is determined. There are different response categories for each dimension. Each different dimension (as well as the composite dimension) yields a score that ranges on a 5-point scale, form 0 (low) to 5 (high).
Control and supervision refers to the extent to which juveniles feel that their parents or caregivers monitor their behavior. High scores on this scale reflect high levels of perceived control and supervision. Identity support is characterized by the juvenile's belief that parents or caregivers respect, accept, and support the youth for what he or she is. High scores on this scale indicate high levels of perceived identity support. Caring and trust is an index of the degree of intimacy of a relationship, the extent to which a juvenile believes his or her family provides a basic sense of caring, trust, and affection. High scale score reflect high levels of perceived caring and trust. Intimate communication refers to the juvenile's perception of the extent to which his or her family shares their private thoughts and feelings. High scores on this scale are indicative of high levels of perceived intimate communication. Instrumental communication refers to the content of the juvenile's communication with their parents, especially the discussion of future plans. High levels of perceived instrumental communication are indicated by high scale scores.
School Bonding Scale: Cernkovich and Giordano (1992)
This scale provides a measure of the degree to which students care about school and have positive feelings toward it. It is a 20-item self-report scale that contains seven dimensions of school bonding. The dimensions include the following: school attachment, attachment to teachers, school commitment, perceived opportunities, consequences of arrest, school involvement, and community involvement. From these dimensions, a composite measure of overall school bonding is determined. The scale intends to minimize any racial bias. Response categories are on a 5-point scale that ranges from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Each dimension results in a score that ranges from 0 (low bonding) to 5 (high bonding).
School attachment refers to the degree to which students care about school and have positive feelings for it. High scale scores reflect high levels of school attachment. Attachment to teachers refers to feelings of admiration and respect for teachers. High scale scores are indicative of high levels of attachment to teachers. School commitment refers to the degree to which the student has a stake in conformity that insulates him or her from involvement in delinquency. This is reflected by such matters as the extent to which he or she invests time and effort in academic activities, gets good grades, shows concern for future achievement, and has high aspirations for the future. High scale scores indicate high levels of educational commitment. Perceived risk of arrest refers to the effect the student believes a formal arrest would have on his or her educational and occupational opportunities. High scale scores indicate a high level of
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Insight versus unawareness and indecisiveness. Insight refers to accurate self-understanding and active engagement in efforts to cope with and solve personal problems. A low score is indicative of indecisiveness, little effort toward resolving personal problems, and inaccurate self-knowledge.
Anger control versus hypersensitivity. Anger control is defined as the tendency to remain calm when frustrated. Low scores indicate a tendency to react to frustration or criticism with anger and aggression.
NOTES
